The Monarchy
tant to note, places upon the King the grave onus of
deciding what "critical circumstances" are; and this
raises the problem, once more, of whether he is to rely
upon his own judgment or to take counsel other than that
of his official advisers. The latter course is patently
unconstitutional. The former means a sureness of touch
with the electorate which, it may be urged, only an
unwise Monarch will believe himself to possess. A penal
dissolution cannot avoid the result that the supporters of
the Government formed as a consequence of the ministry
he has dismissed will seek to gain power on the pretext
that a vote against them is a vote against the Crown; that
was even the case in the general election—where no such
factor was present—of 1931. If the electorate supports
the King's view, the precedent becomes established that
he may compel a dissolution whenever he thinks the
Government no longer possesses the confidence of the
country. It is, I think, highly unlikely that such a power
could be wisely used; and if it were used amid events in
which party tempers ran high, the King's position
would be a very difficult one. If a penal dissolution
resulted in the defeat of the party with which he associated
himself by its use, I doubt whether his position would be
tenable unless he agreed to the formal abandonment of
the right to exercise it in the future.
This view is linked up with the question of whether1—-
apart from penal dissolution—the King has the right to
dismiss his ministers. The last occasion upon which this
was done was when George III dismissed the Fox-North
coalition of 1783; for it is now known that William IV
acted on the Prime Minister's advice when he dismissed
Lord Melbourne in 1834.* It is impossible to suggest
that the right is obsolete-even though, as Professor Keith
* Melbourne Papers, pp. 220-$.
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